The traditional small-scale marine engineering experiments that are performed under normal gravity fields always encounter one stubborn difficulty related to full-scale prototype models. However, the difficulty can be resolved by centrifuge experiments that can generate hypergravity fields in which the centrifuge acceleration is many times greater than the gravity acceleration. In this study, the generation of solitary waves in hypergravity fields is proposed using solitary wavemaker theory and scaling laws. A series of case simulations are performed under four different gravity fields (1 g, 30 g, 50 g, and 100 g, where g is the gravity acceleration). These cases are presented and discussed in detail to understand and verify the scaling laws and the stability of the solitary wave during its generation and propagation within hypergravity fields. The numerical results show that the waveform and the static pressure field that are obtained during the simulations performed under different gravity fields agree well at the macroscale. Since the velocity field is sensitive to wave attenuation, time lag, fluid viscosity and surface tension, some discrepancies can be found in the velocity field. It should be noted that the fluid viscosity and surface tension have influence on the wave attenuation. However, wave attenuation and time lag can be offset by a well-designed incident wave condition.
Introduction
Coupled with the scarcity of land, population growth has led to the widespread overexploitation of the coasts and oceans. Moreover, extreme climate changes have led to the more frequent occurrence of extreme disastrous events, including storms and tsunamis [1] . Consequently, ocean engineering and coastal engineering services are becoming increasingly necessary in severe environments due to overexploitation and extreme meteorological and hydrological conditions. However, the quantification of such new conditions remains to be explored, and current design codes still rely upon the use of approximate and unverified empirical formulas without details of the wave-structure interaction process or analogous processes that must be considered [2] . Therefore, there is a significant demand for further research to address these topics and update the currently considered design codes and construction approaches to ensure the reliability and durability of the structures serviced under extreme meteorological and hydrological conditions. For this purpose, a series of studies have been performed on a variety of topics, including simulations of tsunami propagation in the Pacific Ocean and its impacts on the coastal regions of China [3, 4] , tsunami-induced sediment transport [5] , on-bottom stability analysis of cylinders under solitary waves [6] , long wave and shelf interactions [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] and flooding-building interactions [14] . Nevertheless, there is an inherent difficulty in such studies in that the scale of the engineering involved tends to be massive, while prototype or full-scale experiments are As shown in Table 1 , the model scaling that is considered for the kinematic viscosity coefficient is N 1/2 n 3/2 , which indicates that the viscosity cannot be scaled unless n is defined as N −1/3 . With this scale, gravity similarity and viscosity similarity can coincide simultaneously. However, when n is considered to be N −1/3 , the model is not a small-scale model; on the contrary, it is a large-scale model. In addition, experiments on large-scale models such as wave-structure interactions cannot be performed in a centrifuge. Therefore, although gravity similarity and viscosity similarity can simultaneously coincide in a hypergravity field, viscosity similarity is ignored in this paper. This is similar to experiments performed under normal gravity fields, because both the generation and the propagation of waves are processes that are dependent upon the gravity field and the model scale. In fact, in a centrifuge model test, the centrifuge acceleration is always labeled as N times the gravity acceleration (hereinafter referred to as N g, where g is the gravity acceleration). 1/N is always defined as the model scaling factor to ensure that the centrifuge acceleration is identical to the prototype acceleration. With these scaling laws, the model scaling factors for the wave celerity and fluid field static pressure are both one, which means that the dynamic and static pressures in a small-scale model are equal to the pressures in a full-scale model. Therefore, the self-weight stresses and gravity-dependent processes can be appropriately reproduced. For this reason, the above-mentioned scaling laws are considered in this study. Additionally, the discrepancies between the simulation results and the theoretical results due to viscosity and surface tension are discussed in this paper.
Wave Generation
Solitary wave is a type of long wave that exhibits an approximately permanent form during its generation and propagation process. The water particle velocity of a long wave is approximately constant with respect to the water depth. Based on this characteristic, Goring derived a formula to determine the wave paddle trajectory for the generation of a solitary wave by a piston-type wavemaker [7] in which the average horizontal velocity of the water particles adjacent to the wavemaker is assumed to be equal to the wave paddle velocity:
where ξ is the position of the piston at a time t, t is the elapsed time since the start of the wave generation, c is the wave celerity, d is the still water depth, and η is the free surface displacement. In addition, based on the Boussinesq solitary wave solution, the free surface displacement η can be described as:
where H is the solitary wave height, and k wn is the wave number that is determined as:
Although in theory a solitary wave has an infinite wavelength, Goring [7] recommended that the wavelength l be calculated by:
This wavelength is chosen because the amplitude of a solitary wave is zero for η/H < 0.001. The wavelength is used in this study for estimating the Reynolds (Re) number, which can be used for estimating the turbulent kinetic energy, turbulent dissipation rate, and y+.
Furthermore, the wave celerity c is determined as:
Substituting Equation (2) into Equation (1), the piston trajectory that is required to generate a solitary wave can be described as:
Referring to the solitary wave generation theory developed by Goring [7] , the piston stroke S can be calculated as:
and the duration of paddle motion τ can be approximately described as:
Nevertheless, the wave generation theory presented above is applicable only to the generation of solitary waves under a 1 g gravity field (i.e., the normal gravity field). For solitary wave generation under an N g gravity field, Equation (5) should be expanded to:
Then, with the above-presented scaling laws, this equation can be rewritten as:
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It is clear that the model scaling for the wave celerity is in accordance with the scaling laws that are shown in Table 1 . The wave number k wn , the piston stroke S, the wavelength l, and the duration of paddle motion are successively described as:
and:
All of the above-mentioned features of solitary waves, such as the wave celerity, wave number, piston stroke, wavelength and duration of paddle motion, are in accordance with the scaling laws listed in Table 1 . In the present paper, a series of solitary wave cases with the scaling laws presented herein are studied both to verify the effectiveness of the scaling laws and understand the generation and propagation of solitary waves in hypergravity fields.
Governing Equations and Boundary Conditions
A sketch of the computational model and the boundary conditions considered in this study is shown in Figure 1 , which shows that the computational domain is a rectangle (L × D) with a rectangular shelf at the far end of the wave tank opposite from the piston-type wavemaker, which is positioned at the left end of the wave tank. In the simulation, the piston-type wavemaker is forced to move according to a prescribed motion as defined by Equation (6) . Five sampling points located in the numerical wave tank are used to obtain the values of the wave profile during the simulation. A brief description of the model used to simulate the solitary wave cases is described hereafter. It is clear that the model scaling for the wave celerity is in accordance with the scaling laws that are shown in Table 1 . The wave number kwn, the piston stroke S, the wavelength l, and the duration of paddle motion are successively described as: 
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Governing Equations
The governing equations for fluid flow that are used in this study are the two-dimensional RANS equations: 
The governing equations for fluid flow that are used in this study are the two-dimensional RANS equations:
where u and u are the mean velocity and fluctuating velocity components, respectively, ρ is the fluid density, P is the pressure, µ is the dynamic viscosity, f i denotes the body forces, and −ρu i u j represents the Reynolds stresses, which must be modeled to close the RANS equations. In this study, the RNG k-ε two-equation model is used to solve the Reynolds stresses and close the equations, and it is defined as:
Equations (17) and (18) represent k and ε transport equations for the turbulent kinetic energy and turbulent dissipation rate, respectively. In these equations, the quantities α k and α ε are the inverse effective Prandtl numbers for k and ε, respectively, while µ eff is the effective viscosity, G k represents the generation of turbulent kinetic energy due to the mean velocity gradients, and C 1ε = 1.42 and C 2ε = 1.68 are constants. R ε is defined as:
where C µ = 0.0845, η 0 = 4.38, and β = 0.012 are constant, and η ε is defined as S ε k/ε. Since the VOF method can model two or more immiscible fluids by solving a single set of momentum equations and tracking the volume fraction of each of the fluids throughout the domain, it is used in this paper for tracking the free surface. The liquid volume fraction equation is defined as:
in the gas phase (0, 1) in the liquid-gas interface 1 in the liquid phase (20) The field defined by f is a scalar field that propagates according to:
With the liquid volume fraction equation, the variables such as pressure and the density of the mixture phase mesh can be calculated. The iso-surface of the volume fraction equal to 0.5 is the free surface.
Initial and Boundary Conditions
In this study, the initial condition is a still water body with zero velocity and no surface waves. As shown in Figure 1 , an outlet boundary condition with atmospheric pressure is considered at the top of the computational domain. No-slip conditions for the velocity components are imposed on the left, right and bottom boundaries of the computational domain. In addition, the left boundary is considered the wavemaker's paddle, which is forced to move according to Equation (6) during the simulation. The shelf is modeled as a solid object without any deformation during the simulation. Furthermore, a no-slip condition for the velocity components is imposed at the interface between the shelf and the fluid; this is displayed in Figure 1 
Numerical Method
The finite volume method (FVM) is considered to solve the governing equations, and the semi-implicit method for pressure-linked equations (SIMPLE) algorithm [35, 36] is utilized to enforce mass conservation and obtain the pressure field. PRESTO! [36] is used for the discretization of the pressure; the second-order upwind scheme [37] is used for the discretization of the momentum, turbulent kinetic energy, and turbulent dissipation rate; and the geometric reconstruction scheme [38] is utilized to solve the liquid volume fraction equation. The time marching scheme is first-order implicit. A layering scheme is used for simulating the moving wall, because it can add or remove layers of cells adjacent to a moving boundary.
Results and Discussion
This section provides a discussion of the various aspects of the problems under hypergravity fields associated with the generation and propagation of solitary waves in constant water depth, and the interactions of solitary waves with a shelf with a vertical front face. For this purpose, the typical experimental model presented by Goring [7] is considered. The sketch of the computation domain is shown in Figure 1 . For all of the cases performed in this study, the upstream depth is d 1 , the downstream depth is d 2 , and a depth ratio (d 1 /d 2 ) of 2.64, which was used by Goring [7] , is considered. The front face of the shelf is vertical, and it is located at the far end of the wave tank opposite from the wavemaker at a distance of (2/3) L away from the wavemaker's initial position, which is located at x = 0, as shown in Figure 1 . During the simulation, a solitary wave is generated by moving the wavemaker according to the trajectory defined by Equation (6) . The details of the conditions of the experiments that are performed in this paper are shown in Table 2 . The solitary wave heights considered under the normal gravity field are chosen based on the wave height presented by Chen et al. [5] ; accordingly, the wave heights that are used under other gravity fields are calculated by scaling laws that are based on the wave height used under the normal gravity field. The relative wave heights that are used in this study are 0.2, 0.3, and 0.34, which are within the range of the relative wave height used by Chen et al. [5] and Hsiao et al. [10] . The hypergravity considered in this study are 30 g, 50 g, and 100 g, which represent common centrifuge test cases. The 30 g and 50 g are commonly used by researchers to study water-soil interactions [23] [24] [25] [26] ; meanwhile, the scale of the model under the 100 g can match the circular channels of some drum centrifuges [39] and the experimental module of the centrifuge under construction. Table 2 . Overview of the experimental conditions performed in this study.
Case Number
Under the normal gravity (1 g) field 011 A time step of τ/1000 is found to be sufficiently small to ensure that the results are independent of the time step. To discretize the computational domain, a uniform mesh is adopted. The values of y+ vary a good deal, because the models presented in this paper have very different scales. For cases simulated under the normal gravity field, the values of y+ are approximately 100; for cases simulated under 30 times, 50 times, and 100 times the normal gravity field, the values of y+ are approximately 30, 20, and 10, respectively. It should be noted that the values of y+ have no significant effect on the numerical results, because the effects of the inertia force are much greater than the effects of the viscosity force for the cases that are presented in this study. The mesh size of the other regions is set based on a mesh refinement study in which the mesh size was progressively increased until no significant changes are observed in the results. Two different mesh heights corresponding to H/8 (where H is the solitary wave height) and H/16 are considered. The corresponding mesh width is three times the mesh height. Taking case #013 with maximum wave height as an example, the solitary wave profiles generated using the two mesh sizes are compared with the corresponding Boussinesq analytical results in Figure 2 . Good agreement can be seen between the numerical results and analytical results. The good agreement illustrates that the results are independent of the mesh size. Therefore, for the cases in this study, a mesh size of H/8 is considered.
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Solitary Wave Generation and Propagation in a Constant Water Depth
In this subsection, the generation and propagation of solitary waves in a constant water depth within a hypergravity field is presented and discussed. The numerical results of the cases are compared with the analytical results and the numerical results that are displayed under different gravity fields. For this purpose, the Boussinesq solitary wave solution is considered, and the solitary waves are successively displayed under normal gravity, 30 g, 50 g and 100 g. To obtain the wave profile after wave generation and before wave propagation onto the shelf, where the wave propagation occurs in a constant water depth, the section between the wavemaker and the vertical shelf is considered herein.
The temporal evolution profiles of the numerical free surface as the wavemaker begins to move at the left end of the wave tank for the cases with maximum relative wave height, namely, cases #013, #303, #503 and #103 in Table 2 , are shown in Figure 4 ; these correspond to dimensionless times of t/τ = 0.8, t/τ = 1.1, t/τ = 1.4, t/τ = 1.7, and t/τ = 2.0, respectively. Due to wave attenuation, the reference wave heights H displayed in the figure are the numerical wave heights at the dimensionless time t/τ = 0.8 for convenient observation. As observed in the figure, the changes in the waveforms are not appreciable. The only difference between the numerical and theoretical results is that the wave height of the solitary wave is slightly smaller than what was defined, especially when the wave has propagated over a longer distance. The differences in the wave heights from the target could have been caused by many reasons, including wavemaker theory [11] , wave attenuation, ignored viscosity similarity and surface tension. However, as observed in Figure 4 , the discrepancy in the extent of the decline in the wave height among the cases performed under different gravity fields may be caused by the ignored viscosity similarity and surface tension, because the same wavemaker theory is used for all of the cases. 
The temporal evolution profiles of the numerical free surface as the wavemaker begins to move at the left end of the wave tank for the cases with maximum relative wave height, namely, cases #013, #303, #503 and #103 in Table 2 , are shown in Figure 4 ; these correspond to dimensionless times of t/τ=0.8, t/τ = 1.1, t/τ = 1.4, t/τ = 1.7, and t/τ = 2.0, respectively. Due to wave attenuation, the reference wave heights H displayed in the figure are the numerical wave heights at the dimensionless time t/τ=0.8 for convenient observation. As observed in the figure, the changes in the waveforms are not appreciable. The only difference between the numerical and theoretical results is that the wave height of the solitary wave is slightly smaller than what was defined, especially when the wave has propagated over a longer distance. The differences in the wave heights from the target could have been caused by many reasons, including wavemaker theory [11] , wave attenuation, ignored viscosity similarity and surface tension. However, as observed in Figure 4 , the discrepancy in the extent of the decline in the wave height among the cases performed under different gravity fields may be caused by the ignored viscosity similarity and surface tension, because the same wavemaker theory is used for all of the cases. To investigate the scale effect on the wave attenuation, the numerical wave heights in all of the cases tabulated in Table 2 at the five dimensionless times mentioned above are shown in Table 3 . To investigate the scale effect on the wave attenuation, the numerical wave heights in all of the cases tabulated in Table 2 at the five dimensionless times mentioned above are shown in Table 3 . The attenuation coefficient ε a that is in consideration for both the model scale and the elapsed propagation time is defined as:
where num is the number of the sampling point, h is the reference wave height, h i is the wave height at the sampling point, t i is the elapsed time since the reference time, and N is the scale of the model. The values of the attenuation coefficient ε a of the cases are also displayed in Table 3 . The reference wave height that was used in Table 3 is the numerical wave height at a dimensionless time of t/τ = 0.8 to avoid the initial instabilities caused by the wave generation. The reference time is 0.8 τ. Cases #011, #301, #501, and #101, which are tabulated in Table 2 , are characterized by small wave numbers and long wavelengths. Slight reflection effects are observed at the dimensionless time of t/τ = 2.0, causing the wave height at this time to be slightly larger. Therefore, for these cases, the wave heights at the dimensionless time of t/τ = 2.0 are abandoned. As observed in Table 3 , the discrepancies in the wave attenuation among the numerical results for the cases under the same gravity field may be attributed to the highly nonlinear effect caused by a high relative wave height. The discrepancies in the wave attenuation among the numerical results obtained from the simulations under different levels of gravity fields may be attributed to the ignored viscosity similarity, surface tension similarity and other complex reasons. Although the values of the attenuation coefficient displayed in Table 3 with the model scales that were considered do not noticeably vary, the attenuation coefficients for all of the cases performed in this study are less than 1%. The discrepancies in the wave attenuation among the numerical results for the cases with a maximum relative wave height are more appreciable, as shown in Figure 4 . It is clear that wave attenuation may be more serious in a small-scale model, and the serious wave attenuation may cause a lower wave height and a more serious time lag. Therefore, it deserves closer attention. In addition, it should be mentioned that the use of Boussinesq's solution in this paper might exacerbate the wave attenuation phenomenon; in contrast, Grimshaw's solution and Fenton's solution may be more exact when the relative wave height is not very high [11] . To verify the accuracy of the numerical results, the numerical results and analytical results are compared with each other at a dimensionless time of t/τ = 1.1 for cases with maximum relative wave height (cases #013, #303, #503 and #103 in Table 2 ). For this purpose, the Boussinesq analytical solution is considered. The solitary wave heights that are used to calculate the analytical results are the numerical wave heights at the dimensionless time of t/τ = 0.8; these reduce the influence of wave attenuation, which can cause the wave height to decrease and the time lag to increase. Due to the discrepancy between the theoretical and numerical wave heights caused by wave attenuation during the propagation of the solitary wave, the numerical wave celerity is smaller than the wave celerity calculated by the theoretical solution shown in Equation (5) . In addition, discrepancies between the numerical and theoretical wave celerity can affect the traveling distance. As observed in Figure 5 , the numerical results from the present cases agree well with the theoretical results from all of the cases simulated under different gravity fields. However, upon close examination of the wave crest, the wave traveling distance and the trailing oscillatory waves, some discrepancies are detected between the numerical and the analytical results. The discrepancies between the wave crests displayed in Figure 5 could be attributed to wave attenuation, which might be affected by the model scale, as noted above. The discrepancies in the trailing oscillatory waves behind the main wave among the numerical results may have other complex causes, such as surface tension; however, these differences are not significant compared with the main wave, and the trailing oscillatory waves would attenuate quickly, as shown in Figures 4 and 5. Water 2018, 10, x 12 of 18 crests displayed in Figure 5 could be attributed to wave attenuation, which might be affected by the model scale, as noted above. The discrepancies in the trailing oscillatory waves behind the main wave among the numerical results may have other complex causes, such as surface tension; however, these differences are not significant compared with the main wave, and the trailing oscillatory waves would attenuate quickly, as shown in figures 4 and 5. 
Solitary Wave Interacting with Shelf
In this subsection, the interactions between solitary waves and an underwater shelf with a vertical front face within a hypergravity field are presented and discussed. The experimental conditions considered in this subsection are tabulated in Table 2 . The layout of the numerical wave tank is shown in Figure 1 . Five sampling points are located in the numerical wave tank. For cases #013, #303, #503 and #103, which are tabulated in Table 2 , the first point is placed upstream from the shelf front face at a distance of 5 D, and the others are placed at intervals of 2.5 D downstream from the first point. For the other cases tabulated in Table 2 , the first point is placed upstream from the shelf front face at a distance of 8 D, and the others are placed at intervals of 4 D downstream from the first point. The distance from the fifth (i.e., the last) sampling point to the end wall of the wave tank is ls/2 (as shown in Figure 1) ; hence, the solitary waves travel a distance of ls between the first and second recorded arrivals at the fifth sampling, after reflecting off the end wall of the wave tank.
A series of events is initiated when a solitary wave propagates onto a shelf. As the wave propagates over the shelf front face, the wave shape changes; eventually, the wave splits into two waves: a reflected wave traveling to the left (i.e., upstream), and a transmitted wave traveling to the right (i.e., downstream). This subsection provides a discussion of the wave propagation after the dimensionless time of t/τ = 2.0 and before the reflected wave, which is generated by the transmitted wave interacting with the end wall of the wave tank, reaching the first sampling point. The dimensionless time t/τ = 2.0 is used as a threshold, because the incident wave (i.e., the initial solitary wave) reaches the shelf front face for most of the cases (as shown in Figure 4) at that time. In particular, for the cases with the maximum wave length (cases #011, #301, #501, and #101 in Table 2 ), the slight reflection effects generated by the interaction of the initial incident wave with the front face of the shelf are observed at a dimensionless time of t/τ = 2.0.
The temporal evolution of the numerical free surface between the dimensionless time t/τ=2.0 and the dimensionless time t/τ = 3.3, upon which the transmitted wave impacts the end wall of the wave tank for the case with maximum relative wave height and minimum model scale (case #103 in 
The temporal evolution of the numerical free surface between the dimensionless time t/τ = 2.0 and the dimensionless time t/τ = 3.3, upon which the transmitted wave impacts the end wall of the wave tank for the case with maximum relative wave height and minimum model scale (case #103 in Table 2 ), is shown in Figure 6 . As demonstrated in the figure, many events, including wave shoaling, breaking, impingement and run-up, are observed during the wave propagation onto the shelf. The initial incident wave propagates over the underwater step at about t/τ = 2.3, at which time the wave shape of the initial incident wave changes and begins to split into two waves, as shown in Figure 6 . The transmitted wave propagates onto the shelf as the waveform continuously changes, which can be attributed to the wave shoaling. Subsequently, the transmitted wave breaks between t/τ = 2.7 and t/τ = 3.0. Then, between t/τ = 3.0 and t/τ = 3.3, the broken wave impinges and run up onto the end wall of the wave tank. Note that the wave height of the first reflected wave generated by the interaction between the incident wave and the step is too small; as a result, the first reflected wave is not very appreciable in Figure 6 .
Water 2018, 10, x 13 of 18 Table 2 ), is shown in Figure 6 . As demonstrated in the figure, many events, including wave shoaling, breaking, impingement and run-up, are observed during the wave propagation onto the shelf. The initial incident wave propagates over the underwater step at about t/τ = 2.3, at which time the wave shape of the initial incident wave changes and begins to split into two waves, as shown in Figure 6 . The transmitted wave propagates onto the shelf as the waveform continuously changes, which can be attributed to the wave shoaling. Subsequently, the transmitted wave breaks between t/τ = 2.7 and t/τ = 3.0. Then, between t/τ = 3.0 and t/τ = 3.3, the broken wave impinges and run up onto the end wall of the wave tank. Note that the wave height of the first reflected wave generated by the interaction between the incident wave and the step is too small; as a result, the first reflected wave is not very appreciable in Figure 6 . The temporal profiles recorded at the five sampling points during the simulation for the cases with maximum relative wave heights (cases #013 and #103) are shown in Figure 7 , from which it is evident that the temporal profiles of the models with different model scales agree well with one another during the propagation of a solitary wave at a constant water depth. The incident wave recorded at sampling points 1 and 2 are approximately symmetric regarding the wave crest, and the trailing oscillatory waves are insignificant and can be disregarded. For case #103, the incident wave heights at sampling points 1 and 2 are 2.19 cm and 2.15 cm, respectively. The discrepancy between the numerical results and the theoretical results can be attributed to wave attenuation, which is more serious in a small-scale model. The first wave height recorded at sampling point 3 (over the step) is 2.31 cm, and it is composed of both the incident and the reflected wave. After the reflection-transmission process, the incident wave splits into two waves: the first reflected wave, which is recorded by sampling points 2 and 1 in succession, and the transmitted wave, which is recorded by sampling points 4 and 5 in succession. However, the waveform and the wave celerity both exhibit some differences during the propagation of the transmitted wave onto the shelf; these differences can be attributed to the discrepancies of wave attenuation and the time lag effect among The temporal profiles recorded at the five sampling points during the simulation for the cases with maximum relative wave heights (cases #013 and #103) are shown in Figure 7 , from which it is evident that the temporal profiles of the models with different model scales agree well with one another during the propagation of a solitary wave at a constant water depth. The incident wave recorded at sampling points 1 and 2 are approximately symmetric regarding the wave crest, and the trailing oscillatory waves are insignificant and can be disregarded. For case #103, the incident wave heights at sampling points 1 and 2 are 2.19 cm and 2.15 cm, respectively. The discrepancy between the numerical results and the theoretical results can be attributed to wave attenuation, which is more serious in a small-scale model. The first wave height recorded at sampling point 3 (over the step) is 2.31 cm, and it is composed of both the incident and the reflected wave. After the reflection-transmission process, the incident wave splits into two waves: the first reflected wave, which is recorded by sampling points 2 and 1 in succession, and the transmitted wave, which is recorded by sampling points 4 and 5 in succession. However, the waveform and the wave celerity both exhibit some differences during the propagation of the transmitted wave onto the shelf; these differences can be attributed to the discrepancies of wave attenuation and the time lag effect among the various model scales. For example, due to the time lag in case #103, the transmitted wave breaks later. That is why there is a significant difference at sampling point 5, as shown in Figure 7 . The velocity fields and the dynamic pressure obtained during the simulations performed under different gravity fields are presented in Section 5.3 for a comparison and a discussion of the wave attenuation, time lag, and influence of the wave field viscosity.
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Conclusions
In this paper, the solitary wavemaker theory proposed by Goring [7] is expanded for the generation of solitary waves within hypergravity fields in consideration of scaling laws. The typical experimental model presented by Goring [7] is considered. This model is also used in hypergravity fields. A series of case simulations under four different gravity fields are presented and discussed to understand and verify the solitary wave generation theory and the stability of solitary waves during their generation and propagation within hypergravity fields. The accuracy of the numerical results is verified by comparison with the results of wavemaker theory and the results generated under different gravity fields.
The following conclusions can be drawn from this study:
(1) The waveform obtained from the simulations performed under different gravity fields exhibit good agreement at the macroscale, indicating that solitary waves can be steadily generated and propagated within hypergravity fields. Consequently, wave breaking, impingement, run-up, and the other phenomena that have been observed during wave-coasting interactions, which have drawn considerable attention, can be studied using a downscaled model. (2) Although the waveform and static pressure field agree well at the macroscale, some discrepancies are detected within the details. Due to the ignored viscosity and surface tension similarity, some of the features of solitary waves are affected by the scale effect, including wave attenuation and time lag. Wave attenuation may be more serious in a small-scale model experiment performed within a hypergravity field, and can cause the time lag to become more serious. However, wave attenuation and time lag can be offset by a well-considered incident wave condition. (3) Since both the velocity and dynamic pressure are sensitive to the wave attenuation, time lag and fluid viscosity, some discrepancies can be found in the velocity field and dynamic pressure profiles. However, a well-designed initial incident wave can weaken the discrepancies in the velocity field and dynamic pressure. 
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